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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1 . Claims 18-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter because no useful process is being recited in 
the claims. The disclosed invention is inoperative and therefore lacks utility. The 
examiner has no idea how the software product comprising instructions are operating or 
what features in the system are causing a data processing apparatus to perform 
operations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1,18, 35-37 and 46-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Arakeri et al (US 6,601 ,129) hereinafter Arakeri. 

4. As to claim 1 , Arakeri conventionally discloses a method comprising: 
identifying, by a software application in a computer system, display 

characteristics of multiple display devices [PDA display device and PC display device]; 
and 

generating, by the software application in the computer system, simultaneous 
independent views of an electronic document on the display devices by separately 
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rendering the electronic document to each of display devices based on the identified 
display characteristics of the device in col. 1 , lines 47-63. 

5. The limitation of claim 1 8 is similar to those of claim 1 , though in a software 
product tangibly embodied in a machine-readable medium form, therefore the rejection 
of claim 18, will be treated using the same rationale as claim 1 

6. As to claim 35, figures 1 and 3 of Arakeri discloses a system comprising: one or 
more peripheral display devices; and a data processing system comprising a primary 
device and a software application that generates simultaneous independent views of an 
electronic document on the display devices based display characteristics of the display 
device as identified by the software application col. 1, lines 47-63 and col. 5, lines 6-32. 

7. As to claim 36, as noting in col. 3, lines 8-22, Arakeri further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

8. As to claim 37, as noting in col. 4, lines 38-48, Arakeri further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

9. As to claim 46, Arakeri discloses a system comprising: one or more peripheral 
display devices; and a data processing system comprising a primary display device and 
a software application that generates simultaneous independent views of an electronic 
document on the display devices based on display characteristics of the display device 
as identified by the software application, wherein a primary view from the independent 
views includes rendered content not included in a secondary view from the independent 
views, and the primary view includes at least a portion of a user interface that provides 
control over the independent views on the display devices both together and separately, 
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and the secondary view forms part of a presentation in figures 1 and 3, col. 1 , lines 47- 
63, and col. 5, lines 6-32. 

10. As to claim 47, as noting in col. 4, lines 38-48, Arakeri further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

12. Claims 48-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Meyn 
et al (US 5,859,623). 

13. As to claim 48, Meyn teaches a system comprising: software-application-means 
for accessing an electronic document; and software-application-means for outputting 
multiple, simultaneous, independent views of the electronic document to different 
display hardware devices having different screen resolutions and color depths in figure 
1 , col. 3, lines 9-30, and col. 32, lines 20-31 . 

14. As to claim 49, as noting in col. 32, lines 20-31 , Meyn further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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16. Claims 2-7, 19-24 and 41-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Arakeri in view of Tafova et al (US 5,917,480) hereinafter Taforva. 

17. As to claim 2, Arakeri discloses all of the claimed limitation of claim 1 , except 
wherein generating the independent views comprises separately rendering the 
electronic document according to presentation tags associated with content in the 
electronic document, the presentation tags indicating device-dependent rendering to be 
applied to the content based upon assigned device types of the display devices. 
However, figure 3A of Tafoya teaches that limitation in col. 15, line 66 through col. 16, 
line 47. 

18. As to claim 3, as noting in figures 3A-3C, col. 14, line 58 through col. 15 through 
col. 16, line 21 , Tafoya further discloses the claimed features of these claims. 

19. As to claim 4, as noting in col. 16, lines 22-31 , Tafoya further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

20. As to claim 5, as noting in col. 1 , lines 47-63, Arakeri conventionally discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

21. As to claim 6, as noting in col. 16, lines 12-22, Tafoya further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

22. As to claim 7, as noting in col. 16, lines 32-47, Tafoya further discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

23. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have combined Tafoya into Arakeri to create the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious to modify Arakeri to make the 
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presentation tags with content in the electronic document as taught by Tafoya because 
this would provide a presentation system having a control window that may be invoked 
while the presentation system is in the slide-show mode (see Tafoya, col. 3, lines 51- 
67). 

24. The limitation of claims 19-24 are the same as those of claims 2-7 and therefore 
the claims will be rejected using the same rationale. 

25. As to claim 41 , Arakeri discloses all of the claimed limitation of claim 35, except 
wherein the software application concurrently renders the electronic document multiple 
times according to presentation tags associated with content in the electronic document, 
the presentation tags indicating device-dependent rendering to be applied to the 
electronic document. However, figure 3A of Tafoya teaches that limitation in col. 15, line 
66 through col. 16, line 47. 

26. As to claim 42, as noting in col. 1 , lines 47-63, Arakeri conventionally discloses 
the claimed features of these claims. 

27. As to claim 43, as noting jn col. 5, lines 6-33, Arakeri and Tafoya discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

28. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have combined Tafoya into Arakeri to create the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious to modify Arakeri to make the 
presentation tags with content in the electronic document as taught by Tafoya because 
this would provide a presentation system having a control window that may be invoked 
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while the presentation system is in the slide-show mode (see Tafoya, col. 3, lines 51- 
67). 

29. Claims 8-17 and 25-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Arakeri in view of Tofova as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Mevn et al (US 5.859.623) hereinafter Mevn. 

30. As to claim 8, the combination of Arakeri and Tofoya teaches all of the claimed 
limitation, except wherein obtaining the display characteristics comprises obtaining 
screen resolution and color depth information of the multiple display devices. However, 
Meyn teaches that limitation in col. 32, lines 20-31 . 

31 . As to claim 9, as noting in col. 1 , lines 47-63, Arakeri conventionally discloses the 
claimed features of these claims. 

32. As to claim 10, Arakeri teaches a PDA display device. It would have been 
obvious to recognize that the PDA display device being displayed without color. Meyn 
teaches the projector being displayed with color. 

33. As to claim 11-16, as noting in figure 3, col. 1, lines 47-63, and col. 5, lines 6-32, 
Arakeri conventionally discloses and teaches the claimed features of these claims. 

34. As to claim 17, as noting in col. 10, lines 50-55, Arakeri discloses the claimed 
features of these claims. 

35. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have combined Meyn into Arakeri and Tofoya to 
create the claimed invention. It would have been obvious to modify the combination of 
Arakeri and Tofoya to make screen resolution and color depth information of the 
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multiple display devices as taught by Meyn because this would improve the quality of 
the image being displayed without requiring the separate computer and cables (see 
Meyn, col. 1, lines 53-63). 

36. The limitation of claims 25-29 are the same as those of claims 8-1 2 respectively 
and therefore the claims will be rejected using the same rationale. 

37. The limitation of claims 31-34 are the same as those of claims 14-17 respectively 
and therefore the claims will be rejected using the same rationale. 

38. The limitation of claim 30 is the same as that of claim 13 and therefore the claims 
will be rejected using the same rationale. 

39. Claims 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Arakeri as applied to claim 1 above, and in view of Meyn et al (US 5,859,623) 
hereinafter Meyn. 

40. As to claim 38, Arakeri teaches all of the claimed limitation, except wherein the 
display characteristics comprises screen resolution and color depth information. 
However, Meyn teaches that limitation in col. 32, lines 20-31 . 

41 . As to claim 39, as noting in figure 3, col. 1 , lines 47-63, and col. 5, lines 6-32, 
Arakeri conventionally discloses and teaches the claimed features of these claims. 

42. As to claim 40, Arakeri teaches a PDA display device. It would have been 
obvious to recognize that the PDA display device being displayed without color. Meyn 
teaches the projector being displayed with color. 

43. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have combined Meyn into Arakeri to create the 
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claimed invention. It would have been obvious to modify Arakeri to make screen 
resolution and color depth information of the multiple display devices as taught by Meyn 
because this would improve the quality of the image being displayed without requiring 
the separate computer and cables (see Meyn, col. 1 , lines 53-63). 

44. Claims 44 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arakeri as applied to claim 35 above, and in view of Meyn et al (US 5,859,623) 
hereinafter Meyn. 

Arakeri teaches all of the claimed limitation, except wherein the electronic 
document comprises an electronic in a predetermined final format that defines an 
appearance of the electronic document, and wherein the predetermined final format 
comprises PDF. However, Meyn teaches that limitation in col. 10, lines 49-67. It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have combined Meyn into Arakeri to create the claimed invention. It would 
have been obvious to modify Arakeri to make the predetermined final format comprises 
PDF as taught by Meyn because this would improve the quality of the image being 
displayed without requiring the separate computer and cables (see Meyn, col. 1 , lines 
53-63). 

Conclusion 

45. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KEVIN M. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7697. The examiner can normally be reached on MON-THU from 8:00-6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, a supervisor 
RICHARD A. HJERPE can be reached on 571-272-7691. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8000. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the Patent Application Information Retrieval system, see 
http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 
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Patent Examiner 
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